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ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION:
ARE THERE DIFFERENCES
THAT MATTER? o

-t -
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.- . By R
. CAMERON FINCHER

Bertanrou (1964) mhuchszHE
MANAGING OF ORGANIZATICONS discusses

" - management aud’administraiion as synonymous.
He apparentlv excludes the exécutive from: his
groupmg of and administrator because
there is no’ acceptable verb designating whet the
executive does. “An understanding. of administra-
tior evidently would specify how-administrators

administez. Management theory; in the same man- -

ner, would evidently explnn how “MAnagers  man
age. But the executive is apparently left in his lof-
_ty position with neithera theory nor an activity of
.. exeeutxon
If nouns are needed to signify the pemn-m-a-
position and the organizational functxon in-which
he ‘or shetis engaged, verbs are hebful in-describing
/.more accuntely what the. peuonmdmmntntor
-does in carrying out the respomibihtm of an as-
signed organizational function. It is Gross's con-
_ tention that the two basic elements of “managing”
" and “organization” can be expressed in a-variety of
terms. So much so, he provides the following list
of words and phrases for combination s the uger
aees fit: - - . .

Managing - - «+« an organization
Admiristering the activities of an or-
) . gumzatnon ‘
Governing . . organized human be-
: havior ¢

. -, Guiding .anepterprise
Coordinating’ . an undertaking
Integrating . a group of people
Running’ people .

. Directing ~ ... the activities of people
Supervising .. subordinates
Controlling . the'use of resources *

s (p- 239)

% *Thu paper was originally presented as an “invited
lecture at the University of Virginia on November
& 18, 1980 and has been published preku:ly by the

+ Center for the Study of H;gher Educatwn there .
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It requires little effort to coustrict a similar
list of words and phrases for use in the mdenuc
setting: - .

» Admin'utering " ...acollege . .
Managing ...adepartment -- RLI
. Coordinating ... a division S
Directing .,» - 8 bureau, center, -
. - institute s
Leading . an office ’ .
Chairing .’a committee
* ¢ . astaff
faculty or faculty
’ . members =
. ..aprogram .
- . . .« A project

. . . study-group ortask force
. . research team
.. a laboratory
. . alibrary

%

-

Thus, in an academic setting there are fowerterms-
to designate the activity but an abundance of com-
parable phrases denotmg the obnct-of-theachwty
Even when_a noun:is used to designat®a position
such as comptﬁ)ller, there is little expectatnon that
the person in the pomtnon will take the word con- .
" trolling” with full me:mng

Disagreement is unlikely if we contend that
"the chojce of participle is dependent upon the area .

" designating the object-of-our-effort Colleges, de-

partments, ceiiters, libraries, etc. tend to be budge-
tary units or tuictional divisions that may not be
located in one place. Offices, programs; projects,
etc. tend to be things with specific locatlon and
definite function. Committees, staffs,‘taculty
groups, and task-forces are groupings of ‘péople”
that may be quite impermanent with almost inter-
chnngenbleJnembershnp The phrases do not easily
* 1énd themselves to-a logical separation as processes-
things:people, but.many of them can be so cate-
- gorized,

The unsuitability “of some cOmbxnatxons is

2
4 1
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seen-in the hkehhoeé that any group of faeult;- )
members wili resist being administered or managed -

 and many will not care to be led. -t is one thing

- to administer impersonal-.objects such az deparé-

inents and another to-administer the faculty. It

will pique-some faculty: members for a dean to

. manage a program and it may infuriate them.xf the\
president manages the institution.

But most campuses have offices, prolects, or
service- units that ‘must be mapaged or adminis.
_tered.. If faculty paychecks are not on schedule,

. someone is no doubt guilty of mismanagement,
-~ and dismissal.will not be regarded #s-an inhumane
. remedy.: Physical -facilities must obviously" be

. maintained-and nfanagement is a matter of ensur-
ing that they are. Equipment, supplies, -and materi.

education, To meet societal goals and preferences,
the federal government has been .called upon to
fund social institutions that can serve that purpose.
With federal funds has come a demand for account-
_abnlxty and nianagerial efficxency- :

* The question raised in this context is whether

there are distinctions between academic adminis-
"_tration and buginess management that colleges and
universities should ,maintain and insist that others

- * maintain. An additional .question concerns the

als are also’in obvious need of proper and suitable ~

uianagement, ie. theik puichase,’ storage, main-

tenance, and distribution.
. The most important distinction on most col-
_lege and university campuses, Liowever, is between
academic units and nonacademic units. Manage-
ment mqsbe an acceptable term for nonacademic
units and the transfer of management concepts and
techmiques from the business corporation to these
units may be in order. For traditional academic

it

_ units such 4s colleges, and departments, however, "

. management may be fesisted as an‘alien-concept,
and administration may be accepted by faculty

differences between academic administration and -

pubhc administration. - There are obvious dif-
ferences_between a uriversity and a business cor-
poratxon ~ between a college and a governmens
agency. Du’ there are continuing questions about
the differences’in cdministrftion and management
that should matter to those in an ;lacademic setting. -

John Corson (1979) and John Millett (1976), -~

-among others, have raised ‘the question without
supplying a satisfying answer,
ment of universities and coliczes be.improved by
. the adoption and use of managerial techmque: de-

_ veloped for use in the nation’s industrial and busi-

ness corporations? Or;is there a basic difference
between the management of unwersxtges*and the
management ‘of busxneﬁs enterprises, goverhment

- agencies, or non-profit organizations such as .

- ' foundations? The ease with which individuals have

smembers who otherwise regard “the administra. -

tion” as tg: natural enemy

« -

Distinctions Worth Consxdenng

The intent of this paper is to consxder the dit.

. ferences between academic administration and. -
_ business managemeént that ought to mattet-to the

" faculty, staff, and students of American colleges
and universitj
by the classical Greeks as the ability to see similari-
* ties in things-that are different -- and dxtt‘e:ence in
thxngs that are similar - there is a willingness to be'
half-intelligent about the management or adminis-
“ tration of the ‘nation’s colleges and universities.
There haye been numerous charges over the past 15
years that our institutions of higher educatlon are
mis-managed -- and there has been strenuous advo-
cacy that our colleges and universities adopt

It mtelhgence was once defined -

modern management slnlls and techmques that will -

ensure their efficxency in an era of limited re.
" sources. The federal government has supported in
generous manner the development of planning,
managepient, and evaluation tools for institutiogis
that’ have bothered little about, phnnmg, manage-
ment, ‘and evaluation as specuhzed functions of
\‘l e oo, ) .

moved from adminiztrative posts. in government o

the executive offices of foundations to presxdencies .

of thajor. universities implies that at least some
individuals cdan use the career rungs of public
- ‘administration, business -hanagement, and édtta-

Can the ‘manage: .

v

tional leadership in a ladder of remarkable con-

struction, Executives in the nation's largest corpor-
ations accept cabinet posts in the federal govern-
‘ment with each change of “administrations.;’ They
sometimes escape the dxsappoxntpments of that post
by ucceptmg appointment fo-a omparable

position in a foundation or on a university campus. «
Only occasionally ig there doubt that the skills and
knowledge acquired_in _one organizational setting °
are transferable to, the other. In each case, the ap-
pointment is seén by cynigs as “political,” "

Yet Millett has réported that business execu-
tives, college administrators, and management
scholars agree that the fields of corporate manage- -

" ment and academic administration are so dissimilar
as to preclude any useful exchange of management

-

.. ment science is tzansferable from one organizafion-
al setting to another, there is little credence to be
placed in that adage that “management is manage-
ment” - ie, an interchangeable array of techmques
that serve all orgamzatxons equally well,

. L4

skills, Although it is often claimed that manage- -
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, or teorgmg?tlon

» " .. ? N
Otgaﬁlzatxons for*which management science

is believed suitable, apparently differ in: (a) pur-
poses, (b) modes of organization, (c) the processes
by which decisions are made, (d) the means adop-
ted by the organization to resolve mterml confhct,
* (e) various relations with the environment in which
- the organization’ must work, and (f) the means by
which it recruits, selects, lnd develops key person-
nel. Each-of theee dxfferences ‘would seem rejated
to the adtmmstntwe or mmgerul tyle favored
by the orgamzatx and each is undoubtedly re-
lated to the choice of rship in a time of crisis

- ¢
s - vl

Differerices' in Purpose

The:e is little doubt that collegep and univer-
sities differ-in purpose from business corporations
and government agencies. Although-the purposes
of -institutions of higher education are said to be _

more ambxguous than -those of the business cor- -

poration, there is a tendency. to attribute to both
the corporation and the government bureau a sin-
_ - gularity of | purpose tliey seldom possess. In asxm-
plistic view, business and government have a “unit
of measurement’” that has.an obvious appeal.- The
business organization has the dollar and the govern.
ment agency has the vote. The university has the

degree but nothing approaching the nmphcnty im. -

plied by efforts to make a profit and to get re.
elected.

The purpose of an organization dxetates many -

s “internal features, as well as its mputs and outputs.

If the 'orgamzatxon s purpose is to produce and
distribute particular goods or services within a de-
finable market, it will employ personnel for those
purposes and not for others. Orgamzatxonal theory

. “has not been highly successful, however, in specify-
mg how the choice of orgamzatxonnl purpose deter-

- mines the structure.and functnon of organizations,

Purposes are neitlfer.fixed nor flexible in many or-
ganizations, b,gt purpose is an important clue to or-
ganizational origins; an important determinant of
what tlic* organization becomes, and tHe key to

« how it serves its clientele or constituencies.

" Differences in Internal Organization

" The functions and activities’ of organizations
are characterized by the specialization of work, the
division of responsibility, and the mter-relatxo
that must be established to permit cooperation and
communication.

versity may not be the function of design as much
a ‘it reflects hutoncal accident and personalities,
. 3
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. The sepirat;on of speech and drama from English

literature on most college campuses is not a matter’

. of logical analysis and rational design but a func.

tion of teaching intérests and emphases at some
time in the past. The location of a department of
instruction may be a function of funding possibili-
ties instead of curricular coherence. At the time
the department’ could be established, funds were
available in one location and not in another, sug-
gesting that'in the past it has been easiér to estab-
“lish separate departments-across campus than to
transfer within institutional budgefs' the funds by
whxch they operated.

\. The organization of most colleges and univer-

- sgities is understood only by. tncmg the develop~

L3

e

The structure of a college or uni.

mental history of .the institution. * The size, loca-
txon, and specific functions of many demrtmente
"of instruction -were determined by decmons.xhat
atthe time resolved some campus issue - or per-
mitted some acceptable degree of compromise
among ¢ontending factions. The dccidental fea.

tures of university orgahization are seen in the'lo- -

of pre-requisites; and de-

cation of courses, th

{

Decisions and Conflict Refolution
-
iven a difference in purposcs and ¢resultmg

.

“partmental pecking-orders that no one designed. -

difference in organizational structure, it follows .

e processes adopted or developed for mak-
i ons and resolvmg conflict may be qmte

The purp of organizations are multxple recewe
differential)-emphases, and are subject to change.
plishment’ of those purposes is' often
blocked by obstacle, changing circumstances, ant
internal dxsagreement as to both their specific na-
ture and'the means that must be adopted for their
achxevement -As administrators or managers with-
in the various.organizations of a pluralistic <ocxety
seek to develop,” maintain, and use their varying
degrees of authority and responsibility, they en-

. ‘gage in what Gross (1964) has czlled “the adminis-,"

tratwe sttuggle " Because they are significant, par-
ticipants in a comyplex, socxal institution, there are
erous questions~about the distrubution of the

or role-definition, and its uses in an organjzation *
that takes great nride in its "collegial relations.
The gist might be that while the academic ad-

mmnstraton in the college or-university makes deci- .

_ gions, communicates information, plans, monitors, ..
~ evaluptes, and masters the administrative,details of

ht

budgeting and fiscal accountability, personnel re.
cruitment and selection, and the. provision. of

.-, . . .,

o
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influence, its origin through appointment |
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various nemcu, he or ihe does so in a dntferent
manner' - <4f not with_ different intent and results.

In much the same manner, &% academic administra-

. ‘tion has become specialized and, to sonie degree,
profenlomhzed it has-not done so to the extent
ev;dent .in the business corporation. -
Decision making ~ often regarded as the es-
sence of management - continues to have .a col-
- legial dimension that is qualitatively distinct from
the interpersonal rélations of a management team
. m industry or business. The university itself con-
* tinues to be characterized by intricate - if not.inti-
mate - relationships hetween students and faculty
- scholars and their discipliries - researchers and
their research - suggesting, to many observers, that
the oiganization of a university is far more likely
1o be concentric than hierarchial,
There are .both subtle and_ profound dif-
. ferences in the authority and responsibility dele.

gated from .governing boardé te institutional -

leaders. There are traditions of academic freedom

. -and institutional autonomy that do not easily per-

mxt comparisons with incorporation for business
. purposes,
“community of authority” once described by John
Millett (1962) ‘and a different kind of participa-
tory, consultative, mllaboratnve decisiorf making
. 'about matters, both trivial and profound. It is dif-

- “figult to imagine ‘anythihg comparable to a faculty

1.'

committee in the business corporatnon - and it is
even more difficult to imagine a business corpora-
tion dealing with an outside group eomparable to
alumni. .

-Enviroﬁmental Relations and 'IntetnnLAffairs

The dnfferences between academic administra-
. tion and business mamgement in -their respective
treatments of environmental relations and internal
affairs may be identified briefly. Both the univer-
sity and the business comoratxon. have become in-
creumgly sensitive to public concerns and issues
since the 1960:, and both have experienced con-
siderable pressuré fron: the outside to modify their
internal mangements m matters of personnel re-
cruitment, selectxon, and advancement, The com-
mon enemies may be -identified as the federal

-+ government and single-interest politics.

A commonality of threats, however'i does not
set aside pertinent differences that should be better

undersfood. Despite the fact that many- federal

. regullitions now deal with the umvemty and the

-

tporntxon in their respective roles’as employers,
there remains great difference in the ease with

There remains some ger-blance of the,

l

which thé two kinds of organizations can réspond

-0

. faculty members is apparently related to their per.

. ministration vary ‘even in industrial and Lusiness

© equipment,

. hd '
. . REPA Y L » .
6 ' :
. .

~

) to pubhc demand and socxetal pressute The dxf-

ferences in purposé; mode ‘of organization, deci-
- sion—making;—and—conflict -resolution- ensure dif--
_ ferent kindg of relations with the publics served by,
" colléges and universities - and different norms,. - -’
valuesa and incentives that govern many ot their in- .
ternal affairs. >

. The different professional identities and al-
, legiances * of college: faculties dictate differenf .+ .
modes and styles of recruitment, selectxon, promo- v
. tion, assignment, transfer, ‘and monetary reward. -
d@enure would not seem to be a personnel decision '
found in the business corporation, but it may bea | .
ctucial decision: for faculty members committéd to

, traditional concepts of academic freedom and R
" inured to other tustoms and practices of. the aca- -

demic life.. The productivity or performance of -
ceptions of a personal freedom to mvestnglte ex- .
plore,. criticize, or create. The processes of inven- % -
tion and dlscovery are not obvious, sequential
events requiring cooxdmatxon and* direction as
mucii as ’they require encouragement ‘and moral
support. It is difficult to identity a corporation in . '
which the professxonal advancement of creative,
productnve employees-is dependent upon the re-
actiofls ‘and judgments of colleagues in other, com-
petxtwe orgamzatnons

Should We Manage or Admmnster"
. The dxstu:%txons between management and ad- . ’

corporations. Managers are often regarded as
middle management only, . while- admmutrators
may be identified as executives. When used in this
way, the first term implies that the manager has re-
spomibxl ty for a division, department, or unit and
is competent to interpret and implement company
plans and policies. In doing so, he issaccountable
for the success or failure of the unit. By contrast,
-the administrator or executive may be responsible
for the larger company or corporatxon, its policies
and plans Comprehensive, long- .range, or ptrategxc
planning is his properXunction while operational‘or
tactical planning is left to the manager.

. Just as quickly, the two terms will be used in
an obverse nanner: The manager will be respon-
sible for. policy, planning, and overall institutional
effectiveness. The administrator will be respon-
sibie for materials, equipment, and opgrations but -
notr necessarily hxs fellow employees. In this usage,
people are supervised or managed while materials,
and opetations are administered.
More récently, the couplmg of the two tetms

v
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" able to infer, however, what a mauageml adnﬁms- .

- ties should not be administered “well.~There-are— _

in admmntutwe mnmgement is seen more fre-
__quently,~" This phrue apparently means that ad-
mmntratron s a- minor functxon of -management
and pertains primarily,. it not entirely, to. details
that ‘are involved-in office actiVities. Readers may
qurckly gathier that an administrative manager will
be in charge of the supply room. "They will not be

ttator mightdo.- . =
Whether management or: admiuistratlon is the

generic .term is not as important as recognifion that

managemerft is-a concept long ago apprapriated by
the business corporation: - If the distinctions be-

tween 'a university and a business corporation are »

as important as their umrlmtle:, there is a need for,
a different concept or ‘term to. denote thoee dif-
ferences. No one will argue seriqusly that universi-

many who are skeptical, however, that universities
can be managed well ind others who are dubious
that universities can be managed at all. -

. Meaningful distinctions between administra-
tion and management are to be made; it would

eé!:)nly by tracing their development and use as

ts within the nation’s corporations, universi-
tm, d governmental agencies. It is not surpris-

.ing that the terms have known cycles of populari-

ty and preference, and one. man s management -
today. - may.be the other man’s administration -
tomorrow, ‘

Management by Technique
Although occasional sows are made in the di-

rectiop of org izational differences, most manage-
ment theorists have approached the problems and

issues of management as if general concepts, skills, -

and techniques were applicable to most organiza-
tions, associations, and - institutions, Herbert
Simon's ADMINISTRATIVE BEHAVIOR may be
cited as perhaps the single, most influential book
published on the subject of munagement Itis ng-
~nificant-therefore;-that-in issuing a third edition in
1976, Simon chooe not to alter the original text of
11 chapten but merely added six chapters which
were papers that he has published in the interim of
two preévious editions. He remains convinced that
administration is a form of organizational behavior
and that organizations are to be understood in

-tetms of their decmoml procésses. As is well

known, Simon presanfs a theory of decision-mak-
ing which is relevant to -administrative prtstrces in
business, governmeat,-and education.

. 'The importance of organizational characteris
ticd is underscored by Simon’s contention that:

\ V V. } :

»—; B ) .'\J:" ° * ’ * ’
% o
v.‘ B . ) .

- ‘ L 4

. A man’ does not live for months-or years
g ina partrcular position‘in an- orgaruzatxpn
exposed to some streams of communica-
tion, shrérdea‘ﬁoﬁrotmnmnhr——*—

-most profound effects upon what he
/knows, believes, attends to, hopes,
wishes, emphasizes, fem, and proposet.

(p. xvf) ; o 5

Yet Sunons theory of admmutratrve béhmor is
often seen as one that sets human values outside
the boundaries of administrative decision in ‘efforts
to employ a criterion of efficiency. Simon’s ad-
mnistrative man evidently would maximize if he

© could, Haying “not the wits to maximize,” he is

content to satisfice - a concept that is ong of

Simon’s seminal .contributiéns to decision theory. -

. Simon’s views of administrative behavior were

. particularly influential in the concerted efforts of
the 19508 to infuse new strength into the training" *
and ‘preparatior of business management.. The
Pierdon Report (1959), sponsored by the Carnegie
€orporation, identifies “mnagement relpomxblh-
ties for formulating and carrying through decisions”
as the most. ptomising development in collegiate -
programs for business administration and devotes-

¢ akey chapter of the report to deéision’making as

an organizing’ concept. The Gordon and Howell
Report (1959), sponsored by the Ford Foundation
and covering much the same ground, emphwzed

- the analytical and informational tools that were in-

_creasingly available for a sciertific or rational ap--

proach t8 ‘managerial decision-making. Both re- .

ports were influential in the re-organization of un-
dergraduate and profemorul currrcula in business
management. . )

More xmportant perhaps, both volumes were

"highly influential'in putting across the need for ad-

..,
.

%
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ministrative or managerial specraltres that were = -

generally applicable, General concepts and prin-
ciples of management were to be well balanced
'with general .or liberal. education at the under:_
zraduate level, and with specialized tools and tech- .
niques at the profemonal level. The organizational
complexity of the business corporatron required
specialized skills and competencies in management,
but the busfiness leader remained a generalist in the
sense that as a professional, he was expected to
sy'rthesrze the diverse concepts of management
science, human relations, and orgamiatronul theory.
Little thought or discussion was given to training
or preparation that would be orgamzatronally-
specific, ;

The rationale for business management that
can be drawn from the literature of the past three
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decades is one in which the primary concern is the
employee. Management is not maccurately defined

as “the art of getting work done through others”
and collegiate programs for business management
were not foohsh in building heavily on"the beha-
vioral and social sciences. The overall effort gave
substance to the “managerial revolution” that was

ymuch in evidence - even if wrongly heralded by’

-James Burnham’s (1941) book of that title. The
middle management ranks of Amerr_an industry
_arfd ‘business expanded rapidly during the 1950s
" and 1960s. American occupations did indeed be-

come “white collar,” an event much displayed by

C. anht Mills (1953), but Burnham’s ‘“‘managerizl
soclety, in which the managers replaced the bour-
geoisie as the dominant or ruling class, did not
emerge as much as .the ° employee soclety later

_.described by Peter Drucker. ~ . ~
The human relatlons movement was & “quasi

, 1de&‘ogxcal view”. of the employee as a fellow -
n being mth his priorities carefully arranged..

Higher pay and better working conditions were im-
portant, but so was an opportumty to contubute
opportunity to advance in corporate ranks, and
assurrances that his own personal worth and
human dignity would be properly appreciated. As
an employee, he was a striving, ambitious indivi-

dual who was not indifferent to social approval and .

recognition.
., Unfortunately, the individualistic, bellefs of
Soeial Darwinism and the Protestant Ethic gave

way in the same years to a sense of togetherness ‘.
and a desire-to:helong that produced William H.,

Whyte’s (1956) ORGANIZATION MAN. Whyte
-was particularly devastating about ‘the scientism
that he saw as the first denominator of a new so¢|

ethic. Whyte was completely unsympathetlc vspth,

applications of social and behavioral sciences that
were s0 pretentnous as to engure “good group dy-
namics,” improve ~commuynications, or worse
still, raeasure personality. / - . 2

More important for the develapment of mana-’

gerial talents, the rationale stressed—the need for
continued training and preparation for the exercise
of managerial decision. Having graduated from one
of the prestigious schools of business management,
‘the better students presumably could look forward
to recruitment and selection as, a management

trainee by one of the 500 corporations identified

by FORTUNE magazine. Jokes were made in pass-
ing that if lucky, the bright trainee might in in
training until his mid-fifties and .enjoy a brief-but-
highly-rewarding tenure as vice president before re-

tirement. The implication was severe doubt about -

the ability of collegiaté schools of business to pre-
pare mdmduals for 'managenal respomxblhty

«
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_ _ The recruiting and- -training - practices, ﬁ)f busmess

corporatiens, howemrmll,,Jlgnaled that colleges

.served a valuable screening service. Graduates of
the better schools were obviously better bets on
which to place corporate money. :

The most significant feature of the emerging
theories of management, however, may have been

. fheir shifting foeus fronythe status, personal traits

and characteristics, or being of the manager to his
- behavior, performance, or gkill in applying tech-

. niques of interpersonal; inter-group, and organiza.-
. tional scope. In this scheme of things, both the

manager and the gioup leader became behavioral

" roles that.were in a state of becoming. Personality
- might _still be a marketable item on occasion, but

no serious theorist worried--about personality or

" character .as: determinants of management or

leadership. * ,
. Whatever managerial competence might be, it
wag acquired ‘behavior. Iiidustrial and business

managers were -to be developed by carefully ar-

ranged exposures to the challenge-and-response of
the, American enterprise system. Granted: that
‘management trainees- were to be carefully screened
it then’became necessary not to be swayed too
greatly by the status variables on which the screen-

ok place. The white Anglo-Saxon protestant
m was obviously the best candidate for high

" managenal responsibility, but his success would de-
; pend on continued preparation and: development

under the tutelage of corporate.executwes.\- In the
process the management, trainee was expected to
master\an array of highly sophisticated manage.
ment skills and téchniques that were increasingly
quantitative, computer-based; and organizatio ally-
neutral.  Whether called operations research
_management science, systems engineering, or stra-
tegic planning, -a host of-concepts and techm ues
.were to be mastered by the would-be corporate
manager.

techniques. It bothered no one that a leading au-
thority (Steiner, 1979) could publish widely-read
and respected books on corporate planning tech-
niques and still conclude that “the manager is his

* own best analytical technitjue.” In discussing the.

_use of advanced quantitative methods of decision-
making, the same authority reflect the ambiva-
lence of indu.trial and business leaders by writing
contiguous sections on:

" 1. Don't underestimate the power of newer
quantitative techniques. .

2. Don’t overestimate the powe: of newer

&
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It mattered little that American mdu‘strﬁxnﬂs’/
business were themselves ambwalent toward such .
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-5 quantxtatxve analytxcal tools
(pp. 25&254) ~
> It is not cynical to conclude that a stro pha-
- sis has been placed on quantitative analytical tech-

niques.in the development/ot“ corporate manaker:
as a.mearis of gontrol.There is no doubt about the'

impact of -comptiter technology upon the conduct
-.of - icin businepe, and there ig little doubt
. ah its impact on -the behavior of corporate

T management
T parently mordnnate -coneern of corporate manage-
" ment with. sensitivity training, encounter groups,
T-groups, and ot‘,. forms of group process in
human relations is a countetvailmg effort to stem*

‘the tide of rational, analytical, impersonal skills

o “and techmquee in manegemcnt Back, 1973)

Educatxonal Apphcatxons >

The anml of management science in aca- -

. # demxc administration has been much heralded but
.. dubiously received. The early 1970s were days in

which plahned change moidels were greatly extolled
and the management sciences were visited upon-in-
stitutions of higher education in a manner similar
to the plague, In its vanoua guises ag operations re-
search, administrative ecnencee, general systems
theory, systems engineering, or systems-design, the
application of systems analysis initially provided a
.general framework foy, the £..dy and development
of planniig models but later was advocated for the
efﬁcnency it would enforce upon mis-managed in-

+  stitutions of er education, W
- '~ Among those advocating modern management
' techniques was' the Committee for Economic De-
~--— - —velopment (1973). The Committee was convinced
, that careful planning ¥as essential to the survival
- Tof many colleges and unmmtxec and recommen-

i

long.range and short-range planning by all institu-
txona of higher education. Such recommendations
. were in keeping with the Commlttee) earlier re-
} - . commengdition to the federal government that pro-
gram budgeting be implersented in a_concerted

./, effort to achieve rational objectives, As a tool for
/" " sharpening management judgment. in planning and.
a/ decmon~makmg, pLannmg-programmmg—budgetmg-
' eyatems provided a méans of: ) '

\

, ' . 1.
T . o epecxfic results o desired outcomea, .
/ - o§ 1dent|fymg alternative methodsof acluev-

ing thoee results,

A\
"

It is easy to suspect that the ap- .

ded the adoption of modern ‘te¢hniques for both -

definmg governmental pmgrams in terms |

.

fy unrealistic objectives for their divisiop or depart-
- ment and then justify the following year's budget

.tion_of the individual administrator’s competence.

- technical services.”
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3. comparing- costs between the wa'lt;rn‘at;e*
methods :
4. developmg measures, for appraising ef- .
. fectiveness, in ‘achieving desired out- .
comes,
- 5. organizing data for continuous compari-

sons of results with costs,
6. facllxtatmg the revision of plana and pro- ]
¢ " grams, . ‘ .
g . . N L
~ Management By Objectjves (MBO), in particu-
lar, has met with various success in higher educa-
tion because of its appearance as a management
technique that puts the burden of performance on
the heads of budgetary units. Heads of administra-.
tive units often believe that they are asked to speci- -

on their performance during-the preceding year, -
Because of this it is difficult to separate evaluations
of the department’s performance from the evalua-

Clear distinctioms are too infrequently made be.
tween what the program, department, or admini#™
trative 'unit does withits allocations and what the
individual administrator does with his/her adminis-
trative duties. Where there is strong personal iden-
tity of an 'adminiatrator with an administrative
unit, there is even more reluctance to specify ob- - .
jectives by which admmutratwe competence can
be.judged. ’

A conference held in 1975 to commemorate
20 years of “administrative theory” in education - -
detected no unanimity among those engaged in
educational administration, A keynote addresby .
Jacob Getzels (1976) depicted how the perspec-
tives of scientific management and human relations
have been disrupted by the social issues .of the
1960s and replaced by an emphasis on legal and
economic  entanglements. It was'evident to Getzels Q
that the behavioral and social sciences were no
longer the -dominant influencé in administrative’
thought having been dnplaced by “a spectacular
rise of accountability” as the major thesiy in-
administration, There was at the-time .great:
pressure on ‘universities and administrators to tirn’
away from “fundamental enigmas and to deliver

Elsewhere in the conference papera, Andrew
Halpin (with Andrew Hayes) attributes the demise
cf the administrative theory movement to the pos-
sibility that the idea- was overaoldi The language

. 3 9 ) - LI ?
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and mode of thinking of the beha'vit;ga.l scientist
wais “strange and confusing” to the educational ad-

ministrator and a sufficient distinction was not .

made between the use of theory in administration

and the search for THE theory. Unfortunately fors

the movement, it had not matured sufficiently by
the- 1960s -to survive the external shocks of.tha
period.- Students of administrative behayior.have

.concentrated on" internal variables and could nqt -

handle “the politics of confrontation.” ' A fou

reason defined by Halpin was the lack. of depth’in
talent. /Those who initiated the movement ap-
parently could not resist the lures of high adminis-
trative position themselves, and those who were
.trained in the early days of the mgvement became
professors of educational-administration instead of

» Y

practitioner/scholars. .

-Academic Versus Public Admini:i:ration

." Although aeademic administration is stropgly

influenced by public policy, the political climate in'
which it_must function, and, the innumerable
government agencies with‘w,hich it must deal, there
are important -ild sometimes crucial - ditinc-

tions to be made|between administration in a col-,

lege or university/amd administration in an elective
or-appointive office of goyernment. :
The' similarities between the two 'are not un-
impressive; and at one 'time, it.was tempting to say
that academic administration either was bécoming,
or should ‘become, an explicitly avowed field of
public administration. 'These were :the days in
which the nation’s universities were increasingly re.
ferred ‘to as national resources that should be te.
garded as public utilities; The appointment of uni-

- versity presidents was not completely- apolitical,s

and if university presidents cou]d be an inter- .

changeable part with foundations, corporations,
and government agencies, it was not absurd to view
some of them as public officials whose actions and
decisions were relevant to national thought and dis-

.cuséion. It is not impertinent to recall that Wood-

row Wilson helped define 'publie-administration as
a field worthy of serious study prior to becoming
‘president at.‘l.’rincetbn and then governor of New

. Jersey.. :

‘The similarities can be discussed a bit further -

before they begin to unrivel. Public administra-

_tion, too, would seem to be a field that is rapidly

developing, a field that is searching for the right
kind ‘of ethos or. paradigm, and a field whose time

. has appayently come. Like academic administra-

tion, the functions and ac{jvities of government
have. received intense criticism in the past-20 years.

b
~
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_ sponsive to its constituenciés, it mus\ become more

“ " tive problems in goyernmen
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* aThe accusation is frequéntly made that national
“"and sfate governmenis can no longer “muddle

r

If 'government is to become more re-

efficient. To become more efficient, it should
adopt procedures. and techniques that will make
public policy more rational. Indeed, many of the
rational,_analytical, quantitative, impersonal tech-
niques that have heen recommended for academic

* .administration were recommended first for govern-

_mental agencies. Plapning-prggr_ammhg-budgeting-
systems (PEBS), despite the fact that program bud-*
geting apparently originated in the federal govern.
ment, ‘can b€ traced in their journey from the Ford
Con‘_mpany to the Department-of Defense to the uni-
versity campus. Management-By-Objectives (MBO)
supposedly followed a route from Litton' Industries

‘to’ the Bureau of the Budget to the academic dean- .

ship. And zerc.based-budgeting (ZBB) was much

- ‘publicized in-its jtinerary from Texas Instruments

to state capitols and tie White House. In'each case
there was the expli¢it assumption that administra-
and education could -
be resolved by the transfer.of techniques found ef-
*fective in the business corporation. ‘
~  As Gross (1954) - and others - has pointed
out,” similarity is “a far cry” -from .identity, and
there is a feed to understand the differences in ad-
ministration ¢hat are evident in the different types
of organizations> There are similarities hetyeen
public " 2dministration and business management .
that may be seen in the basic- concepts and prin-
ciples, their generalization at various levels of or-
.ganizational complexity, and the values-fo which
the language of administration gives expression.
But the language of public administration is not
identical with that of business management or aca-
demic administration, and the expressed valués of
the three must surely diffey. :

‘The development of administrative though¢ in
public affairs’has been influenced by many, cross-
currents with business management. ‘Both fields

" may claim .Frederick- Taylor, Henri Fayol, Max

Weber, Luther Gulick, and Lyndall Urwick as *pio-
neers” in their efforts to analyzeé and plan work, to
déhl with the'push for eficiency, to introduce ra-

tiondlity into the organizafion of gheir work, and

to deal with such issues as the delegation of author-
ity and responsibility. Both fields have surely been
influenced by. the grogp of pioneers that Gross
identified as launching “new beginnings” -- Mary
Follett, Elton Mayo, Mrita Roethlisberger, Chester
Barrard, and Herbert Simon. .
There are reasons fo hbelieve, however, that

" academic administration has developed in.a stream
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apart from the major currents of public administra-
tion and buti%as management.
education at’thie elementary and.secondary levels
has been cognizant of the need for professionally
prepared administrators, there are serious Guestions
about the explicit. recognition of such a need in

gx?er edueation. Appéiritment to dministrative.

onsibility on-a colleg¢ or univelsity campus
still appears as a decision in which the professional
preparation. of the individual did not weigh heavily.
Faculty often expressed an antipathy to notions
that atademic administrators can or shou]d be'pro-
fessionally prepared, and it is not uncdmmon-to

.a great emphasis placed on an.administrative
candidate’s academic credentinls that will give him
or her credence with the faculty. Top institutional
leadership in colleges and universities continues to

. « be drawn from an'incredible dwerslty of academic

backgrounds The presidents or chancelfop of the
nation’s major. univetsities display n ,specxf'c
pattern of preparation, Slight lints can be given of
an academic career ladder leading from department

Jhead through a deanghip to a vice presxdency be«

fore assuming top administrative responnbxhty,but

. Just as often that.pattern will be violated by an ap-

"\

pointment from without the institution or. by an
internal appomtment that has many characteristics
of “anointment.” * Neither the “out-and-out pohtx-

Although public .

~cal appointee” nor the protege-appomte; satis-

fies the lip service given consultation with the
foculty and diplomatic relations with the public.
The continuance of such practices, however, is one
of the stronger forces behind “affirmative action,
the drive for participatory decision-making, and
the demand of rational, anaiytical impersonal ap-
proaches.

Yet there are reasons to believe that the “po-
litical appointment” in hngher educatlon has a dif-

wmierent quality from that in public affairs. It is sel- _

dom 30 biatant as-some appomtments in federal or
state government, and it_usually is “rationalized”
in terms of the advantages that siould accrue to

. the college or university. Nor does the protege-sys-

tem workfin exactly the same mipner in academe.
Proteges must establish a certe’m teputation as
“brilliant and obviously rising” $pd if they earn a

~ reputation for hatchet work, théy usually do so
with the full understandmg that their tenure does .
. not survive that of their benefactor. - i

There. is a definite difference, then, in the_

“elective-and-appointive procéss” that prevails in
educational institutions. Candidatés for high of-
fices are seldom elected by the ‘casting of votes in
an ‘openly-run election. = TRey qare seldom ap-
pointed with the “adme-and»consent” features of

se

< in the 1980s,

some federal and state offices. An occasional

governing board may reject an administrative ap-
pointment within the institution, but the event
muit be vegarded as a rarity. .

In discussing the differences between pubhc
administration and academic administration, it is
well to mention that public administration is un-
dergoing its own process of professionalization.
Programs -for the doctorate in pubhc administra-_

. tion gre increasingly evident, and varjous programs
for . the certification of “pubhc managers” haye .
been developed in an effort to formalize the train- - °
'mg and - prepliration that public administrtors re.

ceive. In each of these efforts there is insistence -
that pubhc administrdtion is neitRer adminijstrative
science not politital'science. Thereisa willingness

-to draw heavxly from orgamzatxonal theory,
, manlgement .science; and the behavioral sciences,

but public administrition would view the pubhc
organmtlon 6r government agency as both requir-
ing and deserving a styl¢ or motxf of administration

that is its own.

L
S

Administration and Governance -

. ‘ - [ =g
If an intelligent theory.of acadentic adminis-,
tration is to be developed for use and application -

the duality Jthat permeates the university ds an
educational institution.
understanding of admxmstratlon and governance as
differentiated . functions of the institution that
serve'its purposes and reasons-for-being in a com-
plementary manner. The understanding of these:
two functions must.be ‘conceptual and logical, as
well as operational. And that understanding must
be more widely appreciated by administrators,
faculty, and students than it presently is.

The distinctions between administration and
governance tell a great deal about the inappro-
prlateness of management as a unifying or integra-
tive concept in higher education. Preferences for

the two concepts should not be semantical buts

should be based on & willingness to begir with
working definitions. In the beginning, dlstmctlons ——
between the two terms-miay-be-heuristic-- in the

sense of permitting us to begin. .In the later stages )

of thcught and discussion, however, the’ distine-
tions ought to be more compelling in thelr accep‘
tance and use.

Administration should be an acceptable con.

. cept if it is understood to mean the interpretation

and application of institutional policy. Adminis.
trative leadership is surely needed in the develop-
ment or formulatios of institutional policy, but

A

there must be éxplicit recognition of N

There must be a better .
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* negate the concept of administration

" and instruction. That

the need for adnfinistrative leadership does not

» decisions,

and actjons (directly and immediately eoncerned
with the execution of policy. The-day-to-day
operations of the institution réquire coordination ,
and direttjon. Decisigns must be made at ‘the time *

and in the place where policy should specify that -

those decisions should be made. They must be.
. made. by individuals who are specifically charged
with thie administrative responsibility for qoing so.
- It the decisions are fauity, the administrator is
liable in either an ethical, mornl, or legal sense. If
the decisions are | bnlhant administiator is en-
titled to recogmtnon. ’
overnance i a far mor2 subtle concept md
whilé\ its faults may quickly b€ evident; its bril-
liance X often diffjcult to detect. The locatnon of
governance 'and its occasion ared;ffxcult to specify.
Boards of trustées are rightly charged with respon- _—
_sibility for certain aspects of governance, but
boards of trustees cannot design and develop a cur-
riculum. They teach no classes and they grade no
final exams. The faculties of colleges and universi-
ties are responsible -for certain goveraane func-
tions in higher education. There is almost universal -
concessicn that faculties should be ‘‘free to Jearn
and free to teach.” Neither state nor society
should dictate résearch or scholuly interests and.
what faculty teach students is a matter firmly be- .
lieved to be best decxded by faculty members.
. Deoisions of curauilum,” course content,
cotirse requirements. ?nd teaching method are de-
cisions of academic ‘governance. To make these
decisions, tne’faculties!of coileges and universities™
must have a governance strusture to do so- More
important, faculty need a clearly‘articulated pro-
cess by which_they reach deciions of cumculum
rocess should be as open
and explicit as-any governance process can be. It
should-be devoid of all mystnqu,e and it should be

_ free of the suppositions that so frequently domi-

nate faculty comntittees and faculty representation
in administrative and governance mutters. The
faculty is not a legislative branch of govemment
free to enact policy for administrative execution
and énually free to remove admimistrators for
failure to do‘so. Presidents and deans do not serve-

of lugher education and could not possibly do so.
Neither is the faculty orgamzed labor whose’ sole
governance rezponublhty is the-negotiation of next
year's coritract, Neither 2 legulature/executwe
model nor a labor/management model is an intelli-

) gent.murpretatnon of academic governance.

Academxc governance beguu both above in

%

-

" at the pleasure of the faculty in most institutions .

" with.a begmmng:r middie, and an énd -

Py

go\ernmg boards and below i in fagulty and student

gro It will -be loosely defined however it-is
defined\It will not be i neatly ordered sequence
will |

often' Iack rational, analytic descriptaons that dbse-

. ly fit other organizations and associations. ~It is~

academic governance that may deserve the lahel of _

+ “organized anarchy” (Cohen & March, 1974) bat

even there, thé label is unfair. Academic gover-
nance should not be so easily dismissed but it does’
nol always meet legal, economic, technical, and
managerial concepts of rationality, Acad_emxc

_governance has a logi¢ of its own that is not com- '

pletely vbscure, The achievements of American in-
stitutions of higher education suggest that aca
demic governance is entitled to a logic. of its own.

Many critics and observers would _hope, nonethe:
. less, that the inner or unique logxc of academic

governance could be bette- explicated and thaf it

would be more cOnslstent!y applied. ‘Public in-
“terest should insist'that it is. '

The esserice of academic governance can be
identified, wnthout great distortion, as ‘“‘delibera-
tive process.” One mark of a university must sure-
ly be its capacity for debate. If a university has
the intellectual competence it should be noted for,
and if its faculties have the knowledge, experiise,

.

) [

and intelligence for which they ostensibly have .

been anpointed, there should be involvement in -
sand commitment_to~~ a delibeiative process by

.. which knowleiiie can be derived and conveyed to

others; A curriculnm sho'ld not be a combination

«-/o/f’ courses decided upon in 1912, 1946, or 1968;

it should be one of the outcomes of continuing d.e-
liberation among faculty, students, and other insti-
tutional participants who can contribute “signifi-
cantly to the process. Other outcomes gf that pro-
cess should be meaningful course requirements,’

dedicated teaching, systematic and fair evaluations

of student learning, and a critical appraisal of pro- |
grams of study. The process should include a con-
cerr: for academic standards that are relevant in a
pluralistic socxety, ‘Professional standaxds that ure
“meaningful in institutions that -are surely dwerse,
and policies that enable constructivé change in pro- _

grams and services t_o students and othe / - cliefiteles .

of the institution.

The difficulties of getting faculty to dis-

tinguish between admmlstratxon and governance
are’ compounded at the level of governing or co-
ordinating boards. Frequently lacking is an ade-
quate concept of policy per se and an appreciation
of the governance processes taking place within'the
institutions themselves. Procedures for program

approval and reyiew often suggest that.colleges and

o
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. umversltxes are mcapable of stilf determmatxon or governance structures. that are nghtly concerned
autonomy ‘and must be protected from themselves. with academic programs and services d¥id. external

In recent years on many occssions, such an as- . governing ‘boards that develop policy and- en:
sumption by political leaders and public officials courage institutional leadershxp It would then be

has been correct. Thcse who grasp so eagerly the permlssable to unagme ‘academic administration
notion of accountability are eq ally quick to view. that is professional in the finest sense of that word
-the local college or the state uni ersxty asorganized _ and fully capable of administrative leadership. We
anarchy. - \ * could then infer that the dominant interest and
A crucial need in American higher education concern of American colleges and umversmes were

* . must surely -be a‘re-examination 0f the governaice not survival but education.

responsibilities of faculties at the institutional level
and of governing or coordinafing boards at the ° . . .
state level. Both groups “should articulate with REFERENCES
finer précmon their-conceptualization of policy - . ) :
. and .should fe-establish their rightful ‘claims to Arnold, Thurman W, Qhe_ Folklore of Capitalism,
’ pohcy as an organizing, implementing principle. . It New Haven: Yale Umversxty Press, 1937.
" is not unfair to say that academic administration is
-far more m/ature in 1980 than academic governance Back, Kurt W, Beyond Words The Story of Sen-,

is. Many/mstxtutxons of higher education may be sitivity Training and the Encounter "Move-
better- administefed than they deserve to be - given ment Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1973
the. "uncertau; status and function of governance a

sttuctures and the -apparently widespread confu- Bereleson, Bernard and Steiner, Gary A. Human
sions about governance process. Too many faculty Behavior: An Inventory of Scientific Find- Find-

conimittees meet and haggle on the basis of their . -ings. New York: Harcourt, Brace, & World; .

. ‘supposxtxcns concerning their specific char; 1964. .
th particular responslblhtxes ‘Too many govern- .
* . ing"boards are caught up in administrivia, fretting Burnham; ncs. The Managerial Revolutxon

‘about state ‘purchasing requirements, the accep- . What is Ha ing in_ the World. New York:
 tance of gifts that will be used for tax write-offs, - John Day, 1941.
travel regulations, -and student complaints when
the dean of students is not the nght sex, race, age, Churchman, C..West. The Systems ’Aﬁproach
or ethnic group. . New York: Dell Pubhshlgg, 1968.
The mterlacmg of administration and gover-

nance is the mdjor challenge facing institutional Cohen, chhaei’ D. and March, James G. Leader.

leadership. Survival for many institutions in the ship and Ambiguity. New York: McGraw-
1980s may well depend upon the success of their . "HiHl, 1974. . .

leaders in finding outside funds. It is more likely,
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